After initiating a provocative discussion on "regional science in crisis" (Bailly and Coffey 1994; Gibson i994; Plane 1994; Stough 1994; Anas 1994; Vickerman 1994; Casetti 1995), we now wish to present some additional thoughts on how regional scientists can simultaneously make their field more relevant scientifically and more useful for society. At a time when resources are tight, when the number of regional science students is small, when administrators are scrutinizing our budgets and our ability to generate outside money, we need to do something to regain (or is it simply to gain?) our place in the sun. In this paper, we argue that regional scientists will not reestablish their field by using classical approaches to regional analysis alone. It is essential that we look at new ways to answer questions raised by our social, economic, and political institutions. More specifically, we make some observations concerning the history of regional science, its role within universities, and its nature, as well as offering some suggestions concerning how regional scientists can attempt to improve the situation.
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A brief history of regional science
The intellectual history of regional science is firmly anchored to a tradition of solving critical real-world problems. During the Second World War, the National Resources Planning Board developed innovative new approaches to regional problem-solving and rescued from obscurity methods and techniques already in the scholarly literature. The war was good for regional science; there were compelling strategic reasons to manage the location of productive capacity and to understand the spatial relationships between inputs and outputs.
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Cold war~hot times
The post-war period was also good. The transition from war-time economy to peace-time economy had substantial spatial implications. The Cold War brought a whole new series of questions for regional scientists. And an entirely different set of questions was being asked by those hoping to have a chance to plan for the post-military-industrial-complex economy. Not only were the questions requiring spatial analysis abundant and challenging, but the work of finding answers was also being generously supported by governments on both sides of the Atlantic. In absolute terms, the physical and biological sciences were certainly the major beneficiaries, but there was plenty left over for social scientists. One of the very first quantitative studies in geography (MacCarty et al. 1956 ) was funded by the Office of Naval Research. The National Defense Highway System, which produced the U.S. Interstate Highway Network, was probably a major reason that geographers and regional scientists were drawn into transportation planning studies of various kinds. The list goes on, but the point is that most of our best work in the 1940s and 1950s seems to have been tied to specific questions raised by government and, sometimes, by industry.
Happy days
During the 1960s and 1970s, the flow of funds continued, but the connections between inputs and outputs became increasingly blurred. The number of funding agencies proliferated and the number of recipients grew. The 1970s were, we think, a real turning point. Using 20-20 hindsight, we would assert that several traps were being set in the 1970s that are costing us dearly today.
First, money was flowing freely, both because we wanted to keep up with the Russians and because the Kennedy and Johnson administrations in the U. S., and national governments elsewhere, were willing to invest heavily in social programs. Mechanisms to disperse funds were more efficient than mechanisms to account for the value added. Recipients were left with the mistaken impression that research support was an entitlement for God's Chosen -not a simple transaction between buyer and seller.
Second, the market for Ph. D.-type researchers contracted as university enrollment flattened. The seller's market of the early and mid-1960s was gone. The over-supply in universities probably drove down salaries, but perhaps more importantly, it seems to have allowed for a reduction in teaching loads. Reducing teaching loads to encourage research was another signal that, no matter how esoteric our work, it was valued.
The wake-up call
The 1980s and 1990s have brought a rude awakening. These are the decades of the "reality check". The Cold War is over -and so too is much of the spending that it promoted. Nations are cutting back on spending for higher education as they are increasingly forced to assume responsibility for delivery of all sorts of programs. The bottom line is obvious -universities are feeling the pinch and are
